Watson, Barlow, & Robson (1983) rated patterns by contrast energy threshold and found a 7 cpd Gabor to be best. Watson (2000) plotted the contrast energy thresholds for the 43 Modelfest stimuli and found a Gaussian spot with a standard deviation (SD) of 2.1 arc min was best. When he compensated for contrast sensitivity, the best spot was the smallest one (SD = 1.05 min) and the overall best stimulus was the "one octave" (window SD = 2.1 min) 16 cpd Gabor. When he accounted for spatial summation in addition to contrast sensitivity, the spots and the Gabors were similar in performance and the best stimulus (but not significantly different) was the long (window SD = 30 min), narrow (1 pixel = 0.5 min) line.
Introduction (9/08/08)
"What does the eye see best?" is the title of the 1983 Nature article by Watson, Barlow, & Robson. "Best" meant detected most efficiently relative to the ideal observer limited only by quantum noise. They showed that the best pattern is then the one with the lowest contrast energy threshold.
The contrast energy of a discrete space-time contrast signal c(x, y, t) is E = dx dy dt Σ c(x, y, t) 2 where dx is the pixel width, dy is the pixel height, and dt is the pixel duration. We use a decibel scale for contrast energy using the lowest threshold from the Watson, Barlow, and Robson study as the zero point. varying in size. The best stimulus was a Gabor whose contrast over space (x, y) and time (t) was Hz frame rate, 30 cd/m 2 mean luminance, 256 x 256 pixel stimulus field, 0.5 min pixels, and fixation marks at the outside corners. Two-interval forced choice was the trial method.
Modelfest Contrast Energy Thresholds
Figure 3
Figure 3 shows the contrast energy thresholds for the first nine Modelfest observers (Watson, 2000) . A small horizontally compressed image is shown above each threshold. All the 4 cpd Gabor pattern thresholds are shown in red. However, the best pattern (though not significantly) is stimulus number 28, the second smallest Gaussian spot. The first anomaly I noticed in the data is the lowest threshold for the Gaussian blob on the left. At first I assumed it was some kind of recording error, but now I think it is most likely the result of an artifact of the method used to extend the dynamic range, in this case Morphonome (Tyler et al., 1992; ) . Note that the other red observer and the magenta observer are detecting the Gaussian blob at a lower peak amplitude than the 1.2 cpd Gabor. Also the blue and magenta observer curves appear to be stretched downward in the center more than the others. The blue observer is BRB from the Watson lab. There the dynamic range extension was done using the Pelli mixer, using a calibration method that assumed the DAC bit voltages were related by perfect powers of 2.
Figure 5. Figure 5 shows the same observer thresholds for the constant bandwidth Gabor patterns as a function of spatial frequency. Again the red, magenta, and blue data appear to be anomalous. The green observer is also atypical, but just because she appears to have a higher spatial frequency response than the others.
Figure 6. Figure 6 shows the contrast thresholds for the Gaussian blob stimuli as a function of the width of the blob. The green observer and the two red observers have their best threshold for the smallest spot, but everyone else is best at the 4 arc min width. The green observer result is consistent with the Figure 5 result. The red, magenta, and blue results appear to be distorted.
These graphs suggest that the detailed shape of the CSF estimated for the standard observer (Watson and Ahumada, 200) should be taken with a grain of salt. Also, since no spatial calibration of the displays was provided, the high frequency cutoff of the observers is surely underestimated, especially the green observer. Watson and Ahumada (2008) had to raise the cutoff by a factor of 2 in order to predict acuity data for various aberrations.
Experiments
The line (number 31) is not among the best. A Gaussian blob can be thought of as a short blurred line. Our first experiments were done to see whether shorter, fatter lines might not have even lower contrast energy thresholds.
Figure 7. Figure 7 shows an example stimulus pattern. The experiments were done using Modelfest-consistent methods. The long distance from the corner markers to the stimuli suggested that small stimuli might have their contrast thresholds reduced by spatial uncertainty (Cohn and Lasley, 1974) . 2) High spatial frequency responses must have been affected by that of the monitors.
3) Trial-by-trial data would have allowed the estimation of psychometric slopes, which vary with uncertainty. 4) It would have been nice to know the ages of the observers. 
Incidental Surprises

